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Supporting Figure S1a. Quality of included studies- Cluster randomised trials.

Study ID Dla: D1b: Timing of D2: Deviations D3: Missing D4: Measurement D5: Selection Overall
Randomisation identification or from the outcome of the outcome  of the
process recruitment of  intended data reported
participants interventions result

Lelijveld 2021 o 4 ! ) ! ) I
Nikiema 2014 @D . . ® e e !

Supporting Figure S1b. Quality of included studies- Individually randomised trials.
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Supporting Figure S2. Forest plot of specially formulated foods compared to non-food-based
approaches or none- Outcome: Weight-for-height z-score.

Specially formulated foods Non-food based or none Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, 95% CI v, 95% CI
Hossain 2011 (1) 099 067 24 073 0.76 33 131% 0.26-0.11,063]
Hossain 2011 (2) 1.25 093 18 089 059 277 78% 036(0.12,084)
Hossain 2011 (3) 099 067 24 069 072 29 13.0% 0.30(0.07,0.67)
Hossain 2011 (4) 1.25 093 18 073 0.76 32 72% 052(0.02,1.02)
Hossain 2011 (5) 099 067 23 089 059 27 146% 0.100.25,0.45)
Hossain 2011 (6) 1.25 093 17 069 072 29 69% 0.56 [0.05,1.07)
Javan 2017 (7) 0.36 0.36 33 0.02 052 31 375% 0.34(0.12,0.586) —a—
Total (95% CI) 157 208 100.0% 0.32(0.18, 0.45) L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 3.10, df= 6 (P = 0.80); = 0% 2 ‘ 3 1. 3

2
Testfor overall effect Z= 4.63 (P < 0.00001) Favors Non-food or none Favors Spedially formulated foods
Eootnotes
(1) Follow-up at community clinics + cereal-based supplementary food (C-SF) vs. fortnightly follow-up at community dinics (C-C); change in WHZ over a 3 months intervention period
(2) Follow-up at community clinics+ cereal-based supplementary food and psychosodial stimulation (C-SF+PS) vs. C-C plus psychosocial stimulation (C-PS); change in WHZ over 3 months
(3) C-SF vs followup at health dinics (H-C); change in WHZ over 3 months
(4) C-SF+PS vs C-C; change in WHZ over 3 months
(5) C-SF vs C-PS, Change in WHZ over 3 months
(6) C-SF+PS vs H-C; change in WHZ over 3 months
(7) Supplemented Blended Flour (Shadmeen) + MinMVIT + Counselling vs. MMN + Nutrition counselling; Increase in WHZ from baseline to endline



Supporting Figure S3. Forest plot of specially formulated foods compared to non-food-based
approaches or none- Outcome: Deterioration to SAM.

Specially formulated foods ~ Non-food based or none Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
Mikiama 2014 (1) B7 675 35 302 51.7% 0.86[0.58, 1.26]
Mikigra 2014 (2) 57 694 35 303 48.3% 0.71[0.48, 1.08]
Total (95% CI) 1369 605 100.0% 0.78 [0.59, 1.03]
Total events 124 70

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 043, df=1 {F =051}, F= 0% E 0 DH 1 1:[| 1[|[|=
Testfor overall effect 2= 1.73 (F = 0.08) Favors Specially formulated foods Favors Mon-food based or none
Footnotes

(1) Fortified blended food (CSB++) vs. Child centered counselling (CCCY); developed SAM defined as WHZ=-3

(2) RUSF vs. CCC; developed SAM defined as WHZ <-3

Supporting Figure S4. Forest plot of specially formulated foods compared to non-food-based
approaches or none- Outcome: Weight-for-height z-score.

Specially formulated foods Non-food based or none Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or group Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, 95% CI v, 95% CI
Hossain 2011 (1) 099 067 24 073 0.76 33 131% 0.26-0.11,0.63] ————
Hossain 2011 (2) 1.25 093 18 089 059 27 78% 036(0.12,084) -1
Hossain 2011 (3) 099 067 24 069 072 29 13.0% 0.30-0.07,067] T
Hossain 2011 (4) 1.25 093 18 073 0.76 32 72% 052(0.02,1.02) [
Hossain 2011 (5) 099 067 23 089 059 27 1456% 0.10(0.25,0.45) I
Hossain 2011 (6) 1.25 093 17 069 072 29 69% 0.56 (0.05,1.07]
Javan 2017 (7) 0.36 036 33 0.02 052 31 375% 0.34(0.12,0.56) ——
Total (95% CI) 157 208 100.0% 0.32[0.18, 0.45) L 2
Heterogeneity. Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 3.10, df= 6 (P = 0.80), = 0% ‘2 ; ; 3

Testfor overall effect Z= 4.63 (P < 0.00001) Favors Non-food or none Favors Spedially formulated foods
Eootnotes

(1) Follow-up at community clinics + cereal-based supplementary food (C-SF) vs. fortnightly follow-up at community dinics (C-C); change in WHZ over a 3 months intervention period

(2) Follow-up at community clinics+ cereal-based supplementary food and psychosocial stimulation (C-SF+PS) vs. C-C plus psychosocial stimulation (C-PS); change in WHZ over 3 months
(3) C-SF vs followup at health dinics (H-C), change in WHZ over 3 months

(4) C-SF+PS vs C-C; change in WHZ over 3 months

(5) C-SF vs C-PS, Change in WHZ over 3 months

(6) C-SF+PS vs H-C; change in WHZ over 3 months

(7) Supplemented Blended Flour (Shadmeen) + MinVIT « C lling vs. MMN + [ lling; Increase in WHZ from baseline to endline

Supporting Figure S5. Forest plot of specially formulated foods compared to non-food-based
approaches or none- Outcome: Weight-for-age z-score.

Specially formulated foods Non-food based or none Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total  Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Hossain 2011 (1) 11 053 18 084 059 33 140% 0.26 [-0.06, 0.58] S ——
Hossain 2011 (2) 1.08 053 18 1.01 112 27 59% 0.07 -0.42,0.56]
Hossain 2011 (3) 11 053 17 0.66 064 29 119% 0.44(0.10,0.78)
Hossain 2011 (4) 091 088 24 066 064 29 79% 0.251-0.17,0.67]
Hossain 2011 (5) 091 088 24 084 059 32 85%  007}0.34,048 [re—
Hossain 2011 (6) 091 0.88 23 1.01 112 27 46%  -0.10(0.65,045)
Javan 2017 (7) 04 033 33 0.09 037 31 473% 0.31(0.14,0.48) ——
Total (95% CI) 157 208 100.0% 0.26 [0.14, 0.38) e
Heterogeneity. Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 4.42, df= 6 (P = 0.62); P= 0% 1 _035 055 1‘

Testfor overall effect Z= 4.31 (P < 0.0001) Favors Non-food or none Favors Spedcially formulated foods
Eootnotes

(1) Fortnightly follow-up at community dinics (C-C) plus cereal-based supplementary food plus psychosocial stimulation (C-SF+PS)vs. C-C; Change in WAZ over 3 months

(2) C-SF+PS vs. C-C plus psychosocial stimulation (C-PS); Change in WAZ over 3 months

(3) C-SF+PS vs. fortnightly follow-up at hospital (H-C), Change in WAZ

(4) Follow-up at community clinics + cereal-based supplementary food (C-SF) vs. H-C; Change in WAZ over 3 months

(5) C-SF vs. C-C; Change in WAZ

(6) C-SF vs. C-PS, Change in WAZ over 3 months

(7) Supplemented Blended Flour (Shadmeen) + MinVIT + C lling vs. MMN + Nutr [ lling; Change in WAZ over intervention period




Supporting Figure S6. Forest plot of specially formulated foods compared to non-food-based
approaches or none- Outcome: Height-for-age z-score.

Specially formulated foods Non-food based or none Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean sD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Haossain 2011 (13 -0.21 0.52 23 -0.4 0.36 29 146% 019[-0.06, 0.44] T
Haossain 2011 (2} -0.2 0.449 18 -0.4 0.26 289 13.3% 0.20[-0.06, 0.48] T
Hossain 2011 (3} -0.2 0.449 18 -0.37 0.4g 33 OMT% 0.07[-0.21,0.38] —
Hossain 2011 {4) -0z 049 17 -0.35 048 7 105% 004025 0358 I
Haossain 2011 (5} -0.21 0.52 24 -0.25 0.48 27 12.0% 0.04[0.24,037 I
Haossain 2011 () -0.31 052 24 -0.37 0.4g 32 129% 0.06[0.21,0.33] e e —
Javan 2017 (T) 017 0.39 33 01 0.39 M 28.0% 0.07 012, 0.26] e ——
Total {95% CI} 157 208 100.0% 0.10 [0.00, 0.19] ’
Heterogeneity. Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 1.58, d7= 6 (P = 0.95), = 0% K r o 4
Testfor overall effect Z= 2.01 (F=0.04) Favors Non-food or none  Favors Specially formulated foods

Footnotes

(1) C-8F+PS5 vs. H-C; Change in HAZ over 3 months

(2) Follow-up at community clinics + cereal-based supplementary food (C-5F) vs followup at health clinics (H-C)

(3) C-5F vs. fortnightly follow-up at community clinics (C-C); Change in HAZ over 3 months

(4) C-SF vs. C-C plus psychosocial stimulation (C-PS); Change in HAZ over 3 months

(5) Follow-up at community clinics+ cereal-based supplementary food and psychosocial stimulation (C-SF+PS)vs. C-PS; Change in HAZ over the 3 months intervention period
(8) C-3F+PS vs. C-C; Change in HAZ over 3 months

(7) Supplemented Blended Flour (Shadmeen) + Min/IT + Counselling vs. MMM + Nutrition counselling; Change in HAZ over the intervention period

Supporting Figure S7. Forest plot of specially formulated foods compared to non-food-based
approaches or none- Outcome: MUAC gain.

Specially formulated foods Non-food based or none Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD___ Total _ Mean SD__ Total Weight IV, 95% CI v, 95% CI
Hossain 2011 (1) 12 061 18 107 107 27 105%  01340.36,062)
Hossain 2011 (2) 1.06 0.76 24 076 061 20 180%  0.30}0.08,0.68)
Hossain 2011 (3) 1.06 0.76 24 107 107 27 100%  -0.010.52,0.50)
Hossain 2011 (4) 12 061 18 09 053 33 228%  0.300.03,063)
Hossain 2011 (5) 1.06 0.76 23 09 053 32 196%  0.16}0.20,052)
Hossain 2011 (6) 12 061 17 076 081 29 191%  0.44(0.07,081) +
Total (95% CI) 124 177 100.0%  0.25[0.09,0.41) i
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi*= 2.68, df= 5 (P = 0.75); F= 0% t + t +

-05 -0.25 0 0.25 05

Testfor overall effect Z= 3.07 (P = 0.002) Favors Non-food or none  Favors Spedially formulated foods

Eootnotes

(1) Follow-up at community dlinics + cereal-based supplementary food and psychosocial stimulation (C-SF+PS) vs. C-C plus psychosocial stimulation (C-PS); Change in MUAC (cm) over the
(2) Follow-up at community dinics + cereal-based supplementanfood (C-SF) vs followup at health dlinics (H-C)

(3) C-SF vs C-PS; Change in MUAC (cm) over the intervention period

(4) C-SF+PS vs. fortnightly follow-up at community clinics (C-C); Change in MUAC (cm) over the intervention period

(5) C-SF vs. C-C; Change in MUAC (cm) over the intervention period

(6) C-SF+PS vs. H-C; Change in MUAC (cm) over the intervention period

Supporting Figure S8. Forest plot of specially formulated foods compared to non-food-based
approaches or none- Outcome: Weight gain.

Specially formulated foods Non-food based or none Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Javan 2017 (1) 0.81 029 33 055 033 31 100.0% 0.26(0.11,0.41)
Total (95% CI) 33 31 100.0% 0.26 (0.11,0.41) L J
Heterogeneity. Not applicable ‘ 2 1 2 +
Testfor overall effect Z= 3.34 (P = 0.0008) Favors Non-food or none Favors Spedially formulated foods

Eootnotes
(1) Supplemented Blended Flour (Shadmeen) + Multivitamin and mineral supplement (MMS) + Counselling vs. MMS + Nutrition counselling; Weight gain in grams from baseline to endline



Supporting Figure S9. Forest plot of specially formulated foods compared to non-food-based
approaches or none- Outcome: Height gain.

Specially formulated foods Non-food based or none Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total  Mean SD Total Weight IV, 95% CI v, 95% CI
Javan 2017 (1) 336 1.04 33 31 1.02 31 1000%  0.26(-0.24,0.76)
Total (95% CI) 33 31 100.0%  0.26[-0.24,0.76)

-1 0 1 2
avors Non-food or none Favors Spedally formulated foods

Heterogeneity. Not applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=1.01 (P=0.31) 'ZF

Eootnotes
(1) Supplemented Blended Flour (Shadameen) + Multimicronutrient and mineral supplement (MMS) + Counselling vs. MMN «+ Nutrition counselling; Increment in cm from baseline to endline

Supporting Figure S10. Forest plot of specially formulated foods compared to non-food-
based approaches or none- Outcome: Non-response.

Specially formulated foods  Non-food based or none Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, 95%ClI M-H, 95% ClI
Nikiéma 2014 (1) 72 694 67 302 494% 0.47[0.35,063] ——
Nikiéma 2014 (2) 7% 675 67 303 506% 0.50(0.37,0.68) ——
Total (95% CI) 1369 605 100.0% 0.48 [0.39, 0.60) -
Total events 147 134
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00, Ch*= 0.1, df= 1 (P = 0.74), = 0% 5 042 o5 3 5 T

Test for overall effect Z= 6.64 (P < 0.00001) Favors Spedially formulated foods Favors Non-food or none

Eootnotes
(1) RUSF vs. Child centered counselling (CCC); remained MAM at the end of 3 months intervention
(2) Fortified blended food (CSB++) vs. CCC; remained MAM at the end of 3 months intervention

Supporting Figure S11. Forest plot of specially formulated foods compared to non-food-
based approaches or none- Outcome: Time to recovery.

Specially formulated foods Non-food based or none Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, dom, 95% CI v, 95% CI
Nikiéma 2014 (1) 42 57 503 58 74 175 518% -1.60[-2.80,-0.40) ——
Nikiéma 2014 (2) 52 7.2 515 58 74 176 482%  -0.601.86, 0.66] —
Total (95% CI) 1018 350 100.0% -1.12[-2.10,.0.14] <
Heterogeneity. Tau*= 0.10; Chi*=1.26, df= 1 (P = 0.26), F= 21% 10 5 3 é 1=0

Testfor overall effect Z=2.24 (P = 0.03) Favors Specially formulated foods Favors Non-food or none

Eootnotes
(1) Fortified blended food (CSB++) vs. Child centered counselling (CCC);, Time to recovery in weeks
(2) RUSF vs. CCC; Time to recovery in weeks

Supporting Figure S12. Forest plot of specially formulated foods compared to non-food-
based approaches or none- Outcome: Mortality.

Specially formulated foods  Non-food based or none Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Mikigma 2014 (1) 3 675 3 302 40.9% 0.45[0.09, 2.20] —
Mikigrma 2014 (2) 3 694 3 303 40.9% 0,44 [0.08, 2.15] ——
Yanelli 2014 (3} 1 169 2 177 18.2% 0.56 [0.05, 6.09] — "
Total (95% CI) 1528 782 100.0% 0.46 [0.17,1.28] —
Taotal events 7 8
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 003, df=2 (F = 0.99); F= 0% DDID2 T 1|D 560

Testior overall effect Z=1.48 (F=0.14) Favors Speciallvformﬁlaledfoods Favors Mon-food or none
Footnotes

(1) Fortified blended food (CSB++) vs. Child centered counselling (CCC)

(2)RUSF vs. CCC

(3) Food Programme Supplementations (FPS)+ Parma pap (PP) vs. FPS only



Supporting Figure S13. Forest plot of specially formulated foods compared to non-food-
based approaches or none- Outcome: Recovery rate (subgroup analysis based on type of
comparison group).

Specially formulated foods  Standard of care/Counselling Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
2.1.1 Specially formulated foods vs. Standard of care
Javan 2017 (1) 26 23 12 # 2.8% 2.04[1.26,3.28]
Wanelli 2014 (2) 120 159 108 177 23.4% 1.23[1.06,1.42] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 192 208 26.2% 1.50 [0.92, 2.46] —eail——
Total events 146 121

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.10; Chi®= 4.09, df=1 (P=0.04); F=76%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.81 (P=10.11)

2.1.2 Specially formulated foods vs. Counselling

Mikigrna 2014 (3) 503 675 174 302 36.9% 1.29[1.16,1.43] -
Mikigrna 2014 (4) 515 694 175 303 36.9% 1.28[1.16,1.43] -
Subtotal (95% CI} 1369 605 73.8% 1.29[1.19, 1.39] *
Total events 1018 350
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.00, df=1 (F = 0.99);, F= 0%
Testfar overall effect 7= 6.58 (P = 0.00001)
Total (95% Cly 1561 813 100.0% 1.29 [1.19, 1.40] *
Total events 1164 471
i iz 2 - - Rz + + + 4 4 !
Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.00; Chi*= 4.00, df=3 (P=0.26); F=25% D-1 D-2 D.5 i é 1'[|

Testfar overall effect Z=6.12 (P = 0.00001)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 037, df=1{P=0.54), F= 0%
Footnotes

(1) Supplemented Blended Flour + Min/VIT + Counselling + family meal (Shadameen) vs. MMM + Mutrition counselling; Recovery (Z score weight for Height= -2)
(2) Fortified Spread + PP (Parma pap) (FPS+PP) vs. FPS only, Attained a WHZ value of -1.0 to less than -2.0 (80-90 % ofthe expected body weight for height)
(3)Fortified blended food (CSB++) vs. Child centered counselling; recovery rate defined as WHZ = -2 SD

(4) RUSF vs. Child centered counselling; recovery rate defined as WHZ = -2 5D

Favors Standard of care/Counselling Favors Specially formulated foods

Supporting Figure S14. Forest plot of specially formulated foods compared to non-food-
based approaches or none- Outcome: Mortality (subgroup analysis based on type of
comparison group).

Specially formulated foods  Standard of care/Counselling Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
2.2.1 Specially formulated foods vs. Standard of care
Wanelli 2014 (1) 1 1564 2 177 18.2% 0.56 [0.05, 6.08]
Subtotal (95% CI) 159 177 18.2% 56 [0.05, 6.08]
Total events 1 z

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.48 (P = 0.63)

2.2.2 Specially formulated foods vs. Counselling

Mikigrna 2014 (2) 3 694 3 303 40.9% 0.44[0.09,2.15] — T
Mikigrna 2014 (3) 3 B75 3 302 40.9% 0.45(0.09, 2.20] — T
Subtotal (95% CI} 1369 605 81.8% 0.44 [0.14, 1.36] il
Total events 3] ]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.00, df=1 {F = 0.98);, F= 0%

Testfar overall effect Z=1.42 (P = 0.16)

Total (95% Cly 1528 782 100.0% 0.46 [0.17, 1.28] i
Total events 7 ]

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi#= 0.03, df= 2 (P = 0.99); F= 0% t t t t

Testfnrgnverzl eﬁect'Z:1‘4E|(F:[lﬂai) ( § 0.002 01 o a00
5 Favors Specially formulated foods  Favors Standard of care/Counselling

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®=0.03, df=1 {F = 0.86), F= 0%

Footnotes

(1) Fortified Spread + PP (Parma pap) (FPS+PP)vs. FP3 only

(2) RUSF vs. Child centered counselling

(3) Fortified blended food (CSB++) vs. Child centered counselling




Supporting Figure S15: Forest plot of multicomponent intervention compared to non-food-

based or none - Outcome: Recovery rate.

Multicomponent intervention ~ Standard of care Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CIl M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.1.1 Recovery rate at 12 weeks
Lelijveld 2021 (1) 134 317 143 383 100.0% 1.16[0.97, 1.40] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 37 393 100.0% 1.16 [0.97, 1.40]
Total events 134 143

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testforoverall effect: Z=1.60 (P=0.11)

1.1.2 Recovery rate at 24 weeks

Lelijveld 2021 {2) 115 317 134 383 100.0% 1.06 [0.67, 1.30] t
Subtotal (95% CI) v 393 100.0% 1.06 [0.87, 1.30]
Total events 114 124

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.61 (P = 0.54)

\
02 05 2 5
Favors Standard of care  Favors Multicomponent intervention

Test for subgroup diferences: Chi*= 040, df=1 P=053), F=0%

Footnotes
(1) High risk MAM children; RUTF+ Amoxicillin+ counselling vs. Nutrition counselling alone; at 12 weeks. Recovery defined as a MUAC =12.5 for 2 consecutive visits
(2) The 24 week timepoint was post intervention so this could be considered sustained recovery

Supporting Figure 516: Forest plot of multicomponent intervention compared to non-food-
based or none - Outcome: Deterioration to SAM.

Multicomponent intervention ~ Standard of care Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total  Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.2.1 Deterioration to SAM at 12 weeks
Lelijveld 2021 (1) 78 Ny 126 382 100.0% 0.77 [0.60, 0.98]
Subtotal {(95% CI} "7 393 100.0% 0.77 [0.60, 0.98]
Total events T 126

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: Z=2.16 (P=0.03)

1.2.2 Deterioration to SAM at 24 weeks

Lelijweld 2021 (2) 137 ki 147 393 100.0% 1.07[0.89,1.29]
Subtotal (95% CI) 7 393 100.0% 1.07 [0.89, 1.29]
Total events 127 147

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.72 (P=0.47)

0o o 1 10 100
Favors Multicomponent intervention Favors Standard of care

Footnotes
(1) High risk MAM children at 12 weeks, SAM defined as MUAC <11.5cm
(2) High risk MAM children at 24 weeks, SAM defined as MUAC <11.5cm

Supporting Figure S17: Forest plot of multicomponent intervention compared to non-food-
based or none - Outcome: Weight for height z-score.

Multicomponent intervention Standard of care or none Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
1.3.1 WHZ at 12 weeks
Lelijveld 2021 -1.54 0.8z My -1.56 0.93 393 100.0% 00202, 016]
Subtotal (95% CI) 317 393 100.0% 0.02 [-0.12, 0.16]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Tectfor overall effect: Z=029{F=077)

1.3.2 WHZ at 24 groups
Lelijveld 2021 -1.48 1.03 37 -1.65 0.58 393 100.0% 0.
Subtotal (95% CI) 317 393 100.0% 0.
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Tectfor overall effect: Z=118{F=024)

5, 0.24]
6,0.24]

e 3

==}
==

=

B 3 ] 5 !
Favours multicomponent Favours standard of care

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*= 0,46, df=1 (P =0.500, F= 0%



Supporting Figure S18: Forest plot of multicomponent intervention compared to non-food-

based or none - Outcome: Weight for age z-score.

Multicomponent intervention Standard of care Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD _Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.4.1 WAZ at 12 weeks
Lelijveld 2021 -2.78 0.96 317 -288 102 393 100.0% 0.10 [-0.08, 0.24]
Subtotal (95% CI) 37 393 100.0% 0.10 [-0.05, 0.25]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor overall effect £=1.34 (P=0.18)

1.4.2 WAZ at 24 weeks

Lelijveld 2021 S22 1.08 T O-286  1.02 393 100.0% 0.14 [0.02,0.30]
Subtotal (95% CI) 7 393 100.0% 0.14 [-0.02, 0.30]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Test for averall effect: Z=1.76 {P = 0.08)

4 5 ] 5 ]
Favours multicomponent Favours standard of care

Testfor suboroun diferences Chi®= 013, df=1 (F=071.F=0%

Supporting Figure 519: Forest plot of multicomponent intervention compared to non-food-

based or none - Outcome: Height for age z-score.

Multicomponent intervention Standard of care or none Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean sSD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.5.1 HAZ at 12 weeks
Lelijveld 2021 -3.12 1.18 37 -3.28 1.28 393 100.0% 016 [0.02,0.34]
Subtotal (95% CI) T 393 100.0% 0.16 [-0.02, 0.34]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.72 (P =0.08)

1.5.2 HAZ at 24 weeks

Lelijveld 2021 -32 1.2 i -3 1.26 393 100.0% 0.
Subtotal (95% CI) 3T 393 100.0% 0
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.18 (P =0.24)

4 i i : 1
; . Favours multicomponent Favours standard of care
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*= 015, df=1(P=0701 F=0%

Supporting Figure 520: Forest plot of multicomponent intervention compared to non-food-
based or none - Outcome: MUAC gain.

Multicomponent intervention Standard of care or none Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.7.1 MUAC gain from enroliment to 12 weeks {in cm)
Lelijveld 2021 0.61 081 nr 0.56 0.84 383 58.6% 0.05[0.07,017]
Subtotal {95% CI) 37 393 58.6%  0.05[-0.07,0.17] ]

Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=080 (P =0.42)

1.7.2 MUAC gain from enroliment to 24 weeks {in cm)

Lelijveld 2021 0.88 047 nr 0.re 0.59 383 41.4% 010[0.04,0.24] -

Subtotal {95% CI) 37 393 41.4%  0.10[-0.04,0.24] »

Heterogeneity, Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.35 (P =018

Total (95% CI} 634 786 100.0%  0.07 [-0.02, 0.16] 4

Heterogeneity Tau®= 0.00; Chi#= 0.27, df=1 (F = 0.60); F= 0% I4 Iz é j‘
Testfor overall efiect 2=1.43 (P =0.14) Favours multicomponent Favours standard of care

Testfor suboroun differences: Chi®= 0,27 df=1 (P = 0.60), F=0%



Supporting Figure S21: Forest plot of multicomponent intervention compared to non-food-

based or none - Outcome: Weight gain.

Multicomponent intervention

Standard of Care

Mean Difference

Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD _Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.8.1 Average weight gain at 12 weeks (g/kg/day)

Lelijveld 2021 1.29 0.98 M7 116 108 393 100.0% 0.13[0.02, 0.28]

Subtotal (95% CI) nr 393 100.0% 0.13 [-0.02, 0.28]

Heterogeneity. Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.70 (P = 0.09)

1.8.2 Average weight gain at 24 weeks (g/kg/day)

Lelijveld 2021 1.1 0.68 M7 088 064 393 100.0% 0.1210.02,0.22] !
Subtotal {95% CI) M7 393 100.0% 0.12 [0.02, 0.22]

Heterogeneity. Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=2.40 (P =0.02)

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi®=0.01, df=1 (P =0.91), F=0%

t t
-4 -2 2 4
Favours multicomponent Favours standard of care

Supporting Figure 522: Forest plot of multicomponent intervention compared to non-food-

based or none - Outcome: Non-response.

Multicomponent intervention  Standard of care Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.9.1 Non-response at 12 weeks
Lelijveld 2021 (1) 29 N7 86 393 100.0% 1.28 [0.99, 1.86] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 37 393 100.0% 1.28 [0.99, 1.66]
Total events a9 a6
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: 7=1.90 (P = 0.06)
1.9.2 Non-response at 24 weeks
Lelijveld 2021 (2) 32 317 30 382 100.0% 1.32[0.82,2.13] —
Subtotal (95% CI} 37 393 100.0% 1.32[0.82,213]
Total events 3z 30

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: Z=1.15 (P=0.25)

Test for subgroup differences: Chif=0.01, df =1 (P =091), F=0%
Footnotes

(1) Remained with MAM

(2) Remained with MAM at 24 weeks

0.1

0z 05 3 [ 10
Favors Standard of care  Favers Multicomponent intervention

Supporting Figure 523: Forest plot of multicomponent intervention compared to non-food-

based or none - Outcome: Mortality.

Multicomponent intervention  Standard of care

Risk Ratio

Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total  Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI

1.10.1 Mortality at 12 weeks

Lelijveld 2021 4 37 12 383 100.0% 0.41[0.13,1.27] i—

Subtotal {95% CI} 317 393 100.0% 0.41[0.13,1.27] -

Total events 4 12

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect Z=1.54 (P=012)

1.10.2 Mortality at 24 weeks

Lelijveld 2021 9 317 20 383 100.0% 0.56 [0.28, 1.21] i*

Subtotal (95% CI) 37 393 100.0% 0.56 [0.26, 1.21] -

Total events 4 20

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testforoverall effect: Z=1.48 (P=0.14)
I t t
0m 0.1 10 100

Testfor subagroun diferences: Chi*= 019, df=1 (P =067, F= 0%

Favars hlulticomp.nnent intervention Favors Standard of care



